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Executive Summary

This report does not explore potential

causal relationships between MTW status

and the descriptive measures included in

this report. Two MTW evaluation studies
examine the extent to which MTW agencies
meet the program’s statutory objectives of
cost effectiveness (Stacy et al., 2020) and
increasing housing choice and self-sufficiency
for assisted households (Treskon, Gerken, and
Galvez, 2021).

In the sections that follow, we first describe
MTW agencies’ housing markets, regional
locations, and sizes. Then we describe the
number of households that MTW agencies
serve, the increase in MTW-assisted
households over time, and the mix of housing
programs that MTW agencies provide. Finally,
we describe selected characteristics of MTW-
assisted households. Throughout this report,
we contrast MTW-provided assistance with
assistance provided by a subset of traditional
PHASs to contextualize MTW agencies’ housing
assistance activity.

Data Sources and Limitations

This report uses HUD Public and Indian
Housing (PIH) Information Center (PIC) data;
Voucher Management System (VMS) data;
HUD-provided counts of MTW local, non-
traditional (LNT) assistance; and U.S. Census
Bureau data. The appendix describes how
we cleaned the data and constructed each

of the measures included in this report and
discusses data quality and limitations in detail.

PIC data are available from HUD for 1995
through 2016 but are unreliable for MTW
agencies prior to 2008. For that reason, we
report only information for 2008 through
2016. Even for these years, however, the
data may be imprecise. Staff at more than
3,800 PHAs enter the data and upload it to
HUD for processing. In any given year, some
household records may be omitted from PIC
or dropped from our analyses due to data

entry or processing errors. In addition, HUD
provided data in 2018, and some PHAs may
have updated their PIC or LNT data at some
later point, resulting in slightly different counts
reflected in later data extracts or in records
of individual housing agencies. We worked
closely with HUD to understand data quality
and coverage and any variations in reporting
for MTW compared with traditional PHAs.
We did not adjust or interpolate the data

to address any missing data points, but we
omitted data or indicate in the text where we
know data quality or coverage is poor.

Minor variations in measures from year to year
or between MTW and traditional PHAs must
be interpreted with caution. In addition, minor
differences in trends for MTW and traditional
PHAs may in part reflect different sample sizes
for the two groups of PHAs. Because the MTW
agency group is relatively small, reporting
errors for any single MTW agency in a given
year can disproportionately impact MTW
group averages and trends.
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Conclusion

Conclusion

This study provides a detailed descriptive
analysis of restricted-use HUD administrative
data for 2008 through 2016 to describe the
housing assistance provided by the 39 public
housing agencies (PHAs) with Moving to Work
(MTW) designation as of 2016.

Considered together, findings show that MTW
agencies are larger and more likely to be in
dense urban areas than the typical traditional
housing authority. When measures of MTW
housing assistance are compared with those
of a subset of comparably sized traditional
PHAs, the MTW agencies provide a similar
mix of housing assistance, serve similar
populations, and have households located

in areas with similar levels of poverty. Some
characteristics, such as the share of single-
adult households and the share of work-able
households, have changed over time for both
MTW and traditional PHAs. Some differences
between MTW agencies and traditional
PHAs do emerge in the data. MTW agencies
provide more project-based housing choice
voucher (HCV) assistance compared with
traditional PHAs and appear to have added
new households to their assistance portfolios
between 2008 and 2016, whereas traditional
PHAs did not. In addition, the comparison
traditional PHAs served a larger proportion of
White households compared with the MTW
agencies. An accompanying online data
feature provides MTW agency-level data for
selected measures described in this report.

This study documents trends using HUD
administrative data and does not examine
how MTW agencies use their MTW flexibilities
or the extent to which their activities meet
the MTW program’s housing choice, self-
sufficiency, or cost-effectiveness goals. Five
additional MTW retrospective evaluation
studies examine MTW agencies’ activities and
outcomes in more detail (exhibit 2).
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Appendix A

This appendix describes the data sources
used to create this report and the
accompanying online feature and summarizes
the methods deployed to clean and analyze
the data.

Data Sources

We primarily use restricted-use Public and
Indian Housing (PIH) Information Center
(PIC) data provided by HUD for the Moving
to Work (MTW) retrospective evaluation,
supplemented with additional HUD data for
local, non-traditional (LNT) units and U.S.
Census Bureau data.

Public and Indian Housing
Information Center Data

Annual extracts of PIC data were provided

in 2018 by HUD for the years 1995 through
2016. The poor data quality for years prior to
2008, however, led us to restrict our analyses
to 2008 through 2016, when coverage and
quality improved substantially.

PIC data are reported to HUD by individual
PHA staff through HUD’s “Family Report”
Form 50058 or, for MTW agencies, Form
50058-MTW.7 With some exceptions,
traditional PHAs are expected to provide
Form 50058 information for every household
served on an annual basis from the point

a household enters an assisted housing
program to the point they exit—typically
through annual income recertifications, but
also periodically if households experience
changes in household composition, housing
unit/program, or income. A total of 15
different action codes available in the PIC
50058 data identify the specific reason for

data entry, such as annual recertification,
change in household composition, or end of
participation. MTW agencies may use their
MTW flexibility to update records on some or
all their assisted households less frequently
(for example, conducting inspections and
income recertifications biennially or up to
every 3 years).

The PIC data extracts used for this study
identify the PHA that provided housing
assistance to each household, whether the
household lived in public housing or received
a Housing Choice Voucher (HCV), the specific
type of HCV assistance received (project-
based, tenant-based, homeownership,
certificates, or mod-rehab), relevant dates of
each action and other program milestones (for
example, program admission date, exit date,
dates of unit inspection), head of household
demographics (age, race and ethnicity, income,
and marital status of householders, disability
status), income information for the households
(monthly contributions toward rent, income,
sources of income), and the household’s
census tract, and county and state Federal
Information Processing Standards (FIPS) codes.
The PIC extracts provided by HUD for the
MTW evaluation do not reliably identify Special
Purpose Vouchers (SPVs) for MTW agencies,
which may be either tenant- or project-based
HCVs. Households receiving SPVs are included
in HCV program counts but are not described
separately in this study.

Public and Indian Housing
Information Center Data Quality

Data coverage and reporting. Prior to 2007,
50058 data were not consistently reported

or captured in PIC for MTW agencies. Data
quality improved in 2008 when all MTW
agencies began using the newly implemented
MTW version of Form 50058.

7 See HUD’s 50058 information center webpage for 50058 Family Report forms and reporting guidance: www.hud.gov/program_offices/public_indian_
housing/systems/pic/50058. See Moving to Work Question and Answer Document for information on MTW agency reporting, www.hud.gov/sites/

documents/MTW-QA-FORM50058.PDF.
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Data quality and missing data. In any given
year, records may be missing for households
assisted by both MTW agencies and
traditional PHAs. Most of the fields in the PIC
data for our study period (2008 to 2016) are
missing less than 1 percent of household data.
Notable exceptions include the geographic
identifiers provided for each household and
information related to household income
limits. In 2016, about 5 percent of households
(172,589 households) were missing tract or
county information altogether in any given
year. An additional 3 percent of households
(87,896 households) did not directly match
U.S. Census Bureau census-tract codes

and thus could not be matched to American
Community Survey (ACS) data to identify the
census-tract poverty rate.

An exception regarding potentially missing

or incomplete data is for 2012, particularly

for MTW households’ gender and disability
status. In 2012, MTW agencies are missing
this information for between 5 and 8 percent
of all households. In general, 2011 through
2013 data also show dips in total assisted
households for many MTW and traditional
PHASs, with a return to pre-2012 levels in 2014.
Several HUD staff suggested this may be
related to the effects of sequestration in those
years, but underreporting is also possible.
We do not exclude this period or interpolate
missing data, and changes in assistance

for the 2011-through-2013 period should be
interpreted with caution.

One measure of data coverage is provided
by the publicly available Picture of Subsidized
Households (Picture) data—which is based
on data from PIC and HUD’s Tenant Rental
Assistance Certification System (TRACS)
data®—and includes a “reporting rate”
measure that captures the percent of total
households assisted that are included in

any given annual data extract. Overall, the

Picture reporting rate shows that between

97 and 99 percent of all assisted households
were reported in Picture data during each
year of our study period. MTW agencies

tend to have lower reporting rates (between
86 and 90 percent annually) compared with
traditional PHAs during our study period.
Households may be omitted from PIC because
of incomplete or inaccurate data entry or
submission by PHAs, or possibly during data
processing at HUD. Minor variations year to
year must be interpreted with caution. As
noted, in some cases, MTW agencies are not
required to report on every household each
year (for example, if they do bi- or triennial
recertification), which may explain the relative
underreporting in Picture annual data.

Local, Non-Traditional Data

Households in LNT housing units are not
reported through MTW Form 50058. MTW
agencies describe their LNT program efforts
in MTW Annual Reports and directly to HUD’s
MTW office. HUD provided total counts of
LNT units by MTW agency in March 2018, for
2000 through 2016. No unit- or tenant-level
information is available describing the specific
type of assistance provided, the households
assisted through LNT housing, or their
locations. HUD indicated that 2019 updates
to the agency-level LNT counts include

slight corrections for a small number of MTW
agencies; these corrections are not included
in this report.

U.S. Census Bureau American
Community Survey Data

U.S. Census Bureau American Community
Survey (ACS) data on census-tract level
poverty rates, population density, median
rents, rental housing stock, vacancy rates, and
racial composition of residents were retrieved
from the National Historical Geographic

& PIC contains data about households assisted through public housing and the HCV program; TRACS contains information on households assisted
through HUD’s Multifamily programs, such as the Section 202 Supportive Housing for the Elderly.
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Information System (NHGIS) at the census
tract level for the years 2011-2015 (ACS 5-year
estimates).

Data Cleaning and Linking

The PIC data for 1995 through 2016 were
provided by HUD in 32 annual extracts with
information from 3,936 PHAs, including the
39 that signed an MTW contract with HUD
and were still in the MTW program in 2016
(extracts of data prior to 2008 included MTW
and traditional PHAs together; after 2008,
extracts were split by agency designation).
The separate files were appended to create

a single household-level file for analysis,

with a single record for each household

in each year the household was assisted

by a PHA. In total, the dataset contains
information on 11,145,205 unique households
across 21 years, representing 29,918,014
individuals. For 2016, the PIC data include
584,947 unique households assisted by MTW
agencies (1,256,296 individuals) and 3,334,135
households assisted by traditional PHAs
(6,991,320 individuals total).

Cleaning Public and Indian Housing
Information Center Data

Identifying unique households and
eliminating duplicate records. To gain an
accurate total household count for each year,
we trim the PIC data so that each household
is counted only once in each year. PHAs

may enter multiple records in PIC for a single
household within a year if the household
requires multiple PHA “actions.” For example,
PHAs may enter data into PIC if a household’s
income changes, they move or change
assistance programs or their household
composition changes. A total of 15 different
PHA “action codes” are included in HUD data
to identify household data updates (50058
field 2a). Occasionally, the PIC annual research
extracts provided by HUD contained multiple
records for the same household ID within

the same PHA, with different action codes.

In these circumstances, we count the record
and household information associated with
the earliest action date for the household, to
ensure we count each assisted household
only once within a PHA in any given year.
Multiple records for a household are rare and
account for less than 1 percent of the data.

Assigning ported households to PHAs.
Households may be recorded as receiving
assistance from two PHAs in the same

year. Most commonly, this occurs because
households port out of one PHA's jurisdiction
and into another and are reported to HUD by
two PHAs. Where port codes were recorded,
we assigned the household to the PHA that
received the ported household. In a small
number of cases where action codes did not
explicitly indicate that the households with
duplicate records ported to a different PHA,
we coded the earlier action as an exit from the
initial PHA and the later recorded action as an
entry to a receiving PHA—with the households
assigned to the new PHA for the calendar
year. This results in a small number (less than
10 percent) of households from both MTW and
traditional PHAs that may be counted twice

in a single calendar year because they were
served by more than one PHA.

Identifying net new admissions. We use the
PIC action codes to determine if a household
newly entered or exited housing assistance
within a certain PHA. We consider a
household as having entered PHA assistance
in a year if they have an action code that
denotes a new admission (action code 1), a
portability move-in (action code 4), or (in cases
where no entry code exists for a household)

a historical readjustment (action code 14). In
cases where the household’s first appearance
in the dataset does not have an action code
associated with an entry, we consider that
household to be newly assisted in that year.
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We consider a household as having exited

a PHA's assistance if they have an action
code that denotes an end of participation
(action code 6), a portability move-out of a
PHA (action code 5), or an expiration of a
voucher (action code 11). In cases where the
household does not appear in our dataset
for two or more consecutive years but does
not have a record associated with an exit
from assistance, we classify them as having
left assistance. We do not present findings
for 2016 because data necessary to assign
missing exit dates are unavailable. HUD staff
noted that a small number of MTW agencies
may conduct recertifications every 3 years
for some portion of their assisted households
(for example, elderly or disabled participants
with fixed incomes). If so, some portion of
these MTW households may be inaccurately
considered exited from assistance if they
did not receive recertification within a 2-year
period. This would result in an undercount of
MTW households.

Linking Local, Non-Traditional and
Census Data

We linked the LNT data to the PIC dataset
using the PHA-level identifier. No household-
level information is available for these
households.

We downloaded publicly available 2011-2015
American Community Survey 5-year data
and linked to MTW and traditional household
records using the tract, county, and state
geographic identifiers in the PIC datasets.

Data Analysis

We use HUD administrative data and U.S.
Census Bureau data to describe the MTW
agencies and traditional PHAs and their
jurisdictions. For information included in the
report and online feature (for example, total
assisted households, number of households

with a disabled head of household), we
summarize or aggregate data reported in the
PIC dataset.

Public Housing Agency Jurisdictions

HUD administrative data does not identify
PHA jurisdictions. To determine the population
density, poverty rate, median rent, share of
rental housing, and vacancy rate for PHA
jurisdictions, we use PIC geocodes to identify
the county the PHA serves. In cases where
PHAs operate in more than one county, we
show characteristics for the county where

the largest share of the PHA’s assisted
households lived in 2016. We use U.S.

Census region designations. We define any
PHA located in the named principal city in a
Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) for 2015 as
an urban/central city PHA.

Comparison Traditional Public
Housing Agencies

MTW agencies appear to have more in
common with the roughly 800 traditional
PHAs that assisted 750 or more households
in 2016 than with smaller traditional PHAs
(see exhibit 5 for comparisons between MTW
agencies and traditional PHAs that assist more
than 750 households). We limit the traditional
PHA comparison group to those PHAs that
had more than 750 combined public housing
and HCV households in any given year in the
8-year study period. For example, a PHA that
served 750 households in 2010 but not in
2009 is included in counts and analyses for
2010 but excluded from analyses for 2009.
For the most part, the comparison PHA group
is constant over time.

Total Assisted Households

To calculate the number of assisted
households by each PHA in each year, we
summed all unique households in the dataset
for each year. For MTW agencies, we present
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children residing in the unit in each year and
the age range of the children (ages 0-5 and
6-18). The indicator variables can be used

to calculate the total number of households
with children in MTW or traditional PHASs, by
program, for every year of our study period.

Disabled head of household. We calculate the
share of households at MTW and traditional
PHAs headed by an individual who has a
disability. Disability status comes from the
MTW Form 50058 field 3j and from the head
of household table (MTW 50058 field 3a=01,
head of household).

Single-parent households. We calculate the
share of single-parent households using MTW
Form 50058 field 3h, which identifies household
member relationships. We define single parents
as household heads with a non-married marital
status and youth in their household.

Head of Household Characteristics

We describe the trends in gender, age, race,
and ethnicity of household heads over time
for MTW and traditional households using the
corresponding 50058 fields.

Age and gender. We describe head-of-
household age as they are reported in the
PIC dataset. Form 50058 classifies heads of
household as male or female.

Race and Hispanic/Latino ethnicity. The PIC
dataset has five racial categories and includes
Hispanic or Latino ethnicity separately from
race. We report four non-Hispanic race
categories for household heads (White,
non-Hispanic/Latino; Black, non-Hispanic/
Latino; Asian, non-Hispanic/Latino; and “other
race,” non-Hispanic/Latino). The “other race”
combines Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander
and American Indian/Alaska Native. We create
a combined race and ethnicity measure,
identifying Hispanics/Latinos of any race.

Household Income, Work-Able Status,
and Rent Burden

This study identifies the share of work-able
households, average annual total income,
total household income relative to the area
median income, and the median rent burden
for households over time.

Work-able households. We define work-able
households as those with an adult head of
household who is under 62 years old on the
date of the recertification and who does not
have a disability.

Annual total household income. The PIC data
contains a variable reporting total household
income on an annual basis. The total income
is calculated on Form 50058 (MTW field

19i and standard MTW form 7i). We re-code
households with negative income reported

in PIC to have zero income, as per HUD
guidance that any negative income entry
indicates a reporting error in the PIC dataset.

Household income relative to the income
limits. The PIC dataset includes a variable
with the extremely low-income (L30), very
low-income (L50), and low-income limits
(L80) for each household.'® We identify the
number and share of all households whose
total income is below each income limit.
Approximately 10 percent of income-limit
data is partially missing for MTW agency
households in any given year. Most of the
households with missing income limit data
are households that exited within the year
(indicated by “end of participation” action
codes). When a household exits in a year,
their address data often is not entered, and
so the geocoding mechanisms needed

to link the household to the income limits
information cannot be executed. To correct
for missing data, we exclude households
with end of participation action codes for the

1 See Brandly (2019) for details on the definition of extremely low-income. In 2014, HUD changed the definition of extremely low-income to be below 30
percent of the area median income (AMI) or below the federal poverty threshold, whichever is greater. PIC data have an indicator for households with
incomes below 30 percent of AMI (L30) for each year in our study, so we used the L30 measure to identify extremely low-income households.
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analysis of income limits. As a robustness
check, we also ran the income limits analysis
using interpolated income limits data from
2015 for households with missing data and
got similar results.

Rent burden. We calculate each household’s
rent burden as their total annual contribution
toward rent divided by their total annual
income. For MTW agencies, the family
contribution toward rent variable is constructed
by HUD and includes the family’s contribution
toward utilities when applicable. This variable
is not included in the standard PIC data and
was provided by HUD for the purposes of

this study. To calculate the annual family
contribution toward rent for traditional PHAs,
we multiply the monthly contribution toward
rent as reported in PIC by 12 and divide this by
the total annual household income in PIC.

Neighborhood Quality for Assisted
Households

We use the 2011-2015 ACS census-tract

level poverty rates as a proxy for overall
neighborhood quality. While poverty level
does not capture the full extent to which

a neighborhood may expose residents to
crime, environmental hazards, high-quality
amenities, or economic or educational
opportunities, it remains a widely used proxy
for understanding neighborhood quality and
subsidized housing locations (see Talen and
Koschinsky, 2014; Owens, 2014). We calculate
the average poverty rate for MTW and
traditional assisted households based on their
census-tract locations.
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